TRAFFIC COMMISSION REPORT
March 24, 2011

ﬁ

Item VA

PARKING IN MAGNOLIA PARK

ISSUE:

The Traffic Commission requested a discussion on the proposed new parking lot near
Magnolia Park.

BACKGROUND:

The City’s Community Development Department (CDD) has been working with the Los
Angeles Department of Water and Power (LA DWP) to lease land beneath power lines
for creation of a new parking lot. The lot would be located on Magnolia two blocks west
of Hollywood Way. The City’s goal is to move some employee and business lease
holders in Magnolia Park to the new lot, providing additional local lots for short-term
customer parking.

The location of the new lot is marked on Attachment A.

DISCUSSION:

Preliminary plans for the lot are completed, have been reviewed by LA DWP, and CDD
has revised to incorporate their comments. Final plans will be complete in April. At that
point CDD will negotiate terms of the lease with LA DWP. Once a lease agreement is
reached, construction of the lot can begin.

CDD staff has been invited to the Traffic Commission meeting to discuss this issue and
respond to questions.

RECOMMENDATIONS:

Receive and file

ATTACHMENTS:

1 — Location of New Lot
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TRAFFIC COMMISSION REPORT
March 24, 2011

M
Item VB

MCA/ UNIVERSAL PROJECT

ISSUE:

The Traffic Commission requested a discussion on the City’s position relative to the
MCA/Universal Evolution Plan EIR by David Kriske and the City Attorney’s office. Mr.
Kriske is available for the discussion.

BACKGROUND:

MCA/Universal proposes to build:

1.83 million square feet of net new entertainment, studio, office and related uses,
500 hotel guest rooms

2,937 residential dwelling units,

115,000 square feet of retail/commercial uses, and

65,000 square feet of community serving uses.

i G0 N ==

In addition, the plan proposes to demolish about 638,000 square feet of existing studio,
office, and entertainment uses. Documents regarding the project can be found here:

http://cityplanning.lacity.ora/eir/NBC _Univplan/DEIR/index.html

DISCUSSION:

Mr. Kriske will be available at the March 24, 2011, meeting to address questions from
the Traffic Commission.

RECOMMENDATIONS:

Receive and file

ATTACHMENTS:

1. City of Burbank Response Letter from Community Development Department
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City of BurBaNK
CoMMUuNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT
275 E£ast Otive Avenue, P.O. Box 6459, Burbank, California 2510-4459

www.ci burbank.ca.us

January 28, 2011

Jon Foreman

Senior City Planner

Los Angeles Department of City Planning
200 North Spring Street, Room 601

Los Angeles, California 90012

Via facsimile to (213) 978-6566 and email te Jon.Foreman@]lacity.org

Re: Comments on NBC Universal Evelution Plan Draft Environmental Impact Report
Dear Mr. IForeman:

The City of Burbank has reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the
proposed NBC Universal Evolution Plan. Due to the proximity of the project site to the City of
Burbank, the City is very concemned about the project and the impacts it will have on Burbank
streets. residents, and businesses. The City of Burbank respectfully submits the following
comments,

Traffic and Transportation

1. Travel Demand Model / Growth Forecasts

City of Burbank Community Development Department staff collaborated with the project’s
traffic consulting staff to develop a modified travel demand model for the NBC Universal
Evolution Plan. This modified model was developed in response to initial concerns the City had
regarding the ability of the original travel demand model to forecast traffic conditions in
Burbank.

The revised model used for the Alternative Impact Analysis for the City of Burbank (DEIR
Exhibit E — Transportation Study Appendix F) includes a more detailed strect network for
Burbank as well as refined network link attributes for number of travel lanes, capacity, and speed
parameters. The model also includes a more detailed traffic analysis zone structure and centroid
connectors that satisfactorily simulates intersection volume assignments and existing traffic
patterns in the city. In addition, at the City’s request the project study area was expanded to
include cight additional intersections in Burbank. bringing the total number of studied
intersections in the city to 36. The modified travel demand model was used to distribute and
assign project traffic to Burbank streets. and the output from this modified model was used to
identify significant traffic impacts in the City of Burbank under the Alternative Tmpact Analysis.
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By way of a letter transmitted to the project consulting team in December 2009 (attached hereto),
City of Burbank staff acknowledged that the modified model methodology, study area, network
and zone structure, background socio-economic data and forecasts, traffic counts, and other data
had been developed in accordance with Burbank’s policies for project traffic studies.

The City has identified errors in the cumulative projects list included in the DEIR (DEIR Exhibit
E — Transportation Study, Table 10: Trip Generation Estimates for Cumulative Projects, page 96)
including an under-reporting of entitled development at major studio campuses in the City
including Warner Brothers, Disney, and NBC-Burbank in excess of 4,000,000 square feet.
Through the collaborative modeling process conducted for the Burbank-specific Alternative
Impact Analysis (DEIR Appendix E — Transportation Study Appendix F: LOS Worksheets and
Impact Analysis Other Jurisdictions), it was the City’s understanding that all cumulative projects
reasonably foreseeable in the City of Burbank have been accounted for in the travel demand
model land use assumptions. However, DEIR Appendix E, Transportation Study Appendices G,
H, and 1 documenting the travel demand modeling process does not document the Burbank-
specific Travel Demand Model developed for the Burbank-specific analysis. Therefore, the City
cannot verify that the City’s entitled cumulative projects are included in the background,
cumulative project traffic for the model used in the DEIR supplemental Burbank analysis. If
these cumulative projects are not accounted for, then the study grossly under-estimates the
background traffic in the City of Burbank and does not represent an accurate portrayal of traffic
impacts by the project in the City of Burbank. The City requests that the study document the
cumulative projects accounted for in the project’s background traffic to show that all approved
and entitled projects in the City of Burbank have been accounted for.

While the City endorses the modified travel demand model as a tool for identifying impacts and
developing mitigations for the NBC Universal Evolution Plan, it does not necessarily endorse
model inputs, including but not limited to project trip generation and trip reductions. Comments
regarding the trip generation assumptions used for the DEIR are included below.

2. Trip Generation / Transportation Demand Management Credits

The City believes that the trip generation derived for the retail and housing portion of the project
is too low given the size and type of proposed uses, the relation of these uses to existing and
planned transit networks, the demographics of the users of the proposed uses, and the guidelines
presented in the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Handbook. In
particular, a number of credits for pass-by, walking, and internal capture on the retail portion of
the project are too aggressive given the project characteristics. First, the study uses the trip
generation rate for “Shopping Center” when estimating trips for the neighborhood and
community retail uses, which total approximately 145,000 square feet. The ITE Shopping
Center describes retail centers that combine multiple tenants into a common facility that is
managed as a single development. The study uses the ITE average rate for these uses, when the
ITE Trip Generation Handbook recommends that the fitted curve be used instead (ITE Trip
Generation Handbook, Second Edition, Section 3.4, page 9). Using the fitted curve instead of
the average rate would yield nearly twice as many trips in the PM peak hour, and approximately
50 percent more daily trips for the retail uses. The City requests the study utilize shopping center
fitted curve rates as recommended by ITE rather than the average rate.
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In addition, a number of trip credits are taken from basic trip generation to account for factors
like pass-by trips, internal capture trips, and non-motorized trips. The City believes that
application of these credits on top of the already-low trip generation for the retail uses severely
undercounts the trip generation. First, ITE provides an average pass-by trip generation credit of
34 percent for shopping centers, while the traffic study applies a 40 to 50 percent credit. This is
compounded with an additional credit for walking/cycling/internal capture trips that is
inappropriate for the proposed uses, especially since the use of the shopping center rate (instead
of explicit I'TE rates for retail, restaurant, and other uses commonly found in a shopping center)
already implies internal capture of trips due to the nature of a shopping center use. Because
these large credits are compounded on top of an already-low trip generation rate (from the
average rate instead of the fitted-curve rate), the City believes the trip generation is
underestimated. The City requests the study utilize a lower, more realistic pass-by rate for the
retail portions of the project. Finally, it is possible that on top of these credits an additional
Transportation Demand Management (TDM) credit was taken on the community and
neighborhood retail portions of the project. although this is not clear from the study (DEIR
Appendix E — Transportation Study Table 19 - Proposed Project TDM Program, page 287). The
City does not believe that a TDM reduction is appropriate on the retail portions of the project due
to the location of the retail in relation to transit.

The study does not document how expected increases in attendance to the existing theme park
and entertainment uses of the project translate lo increased trip generation under future
conditions. This increased attendance should be factored into the existing project future trip
generation and included in the analysis. Also, the study assumes a very low per-square-foot trip
generation rate for the new cntertainment uses proposed as part of the project. Using the trip
generation for entertainment uses from the study (DEIR Appendix E — Transportation Study,
Table 14, page 173), the existing entertainment uses generate more than 17 daily trips per 1,000
square feet, while the new entertainment uses are only expected to generate a little over 7 daily
trips per 1,000 square feet (after accounting for the trip generation of the hotel use). A similar
relationship exists for the AM and PM peak hour trip generation rates. This suggests that the
new entertainment uses will generate significantly less trips than the existing uses. The City
believes that the trip generation for the proposed entertainment uses is too low.

The City also disagrees with the trip generation reduction claimed for the TDM program that is
proposed to reduce the project’s trip generation. In particular, the study is applying a 20 percent
TDM reduction on the 2,937 new housing units proposed for the project. This is an extremely
aggressive TDM reduction for housing units in Los Angeles, especially if the housing is
targeting upper-income households, requires bus-to-rail transfers, and includes multiple free
parking spaces for each housing unit. Other than the provision for free transit passes and a
marginal proximity to the Metro Red Line (requiring either a long walk or a bus transfer), there
is virtually no incentive for the residents of the housing units in the proposed project to shift to
bus or rail. The City suggests that if an aggressive TDM reduction be proposed that it be
coupled with equally-aggressive TDM measures such as parking pricing or unbundled free
parking, reduced parking ratios (¢.g. provide one space per unit), or direct proximity to the Metro
Red Line Subway, Metro Rapid bus, or other high-capacity bus services. As proposed, the
layout of the residential units in relation to transit amenities and the lack of any true disincentives
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to driving will not result in a 20 percent trip generation reduction on the housing portion of the
project.

These comments also apply to the 16.5 percent TDM reduction on the office component,
especially with regard to the large amounts of parking being provided to office workers. Like
the residential, there is little incentive to utilize transit if abundant parking is being provided on
site.

The study indicates that a Transportation Management Association (TMA) will be developed for
the project, but does not explicitly describe how the TMA would be established, who would be
responsible for its administration, or how the TMA would be funded. The City requests that a
mitigation measure be added to specify the details of the required TMA, and to ensure that
membership be required by all new and existing commercial and retail tenants of the proposed
project. In addition, the City requests that the TMA be required to participate in the trip
reduction monitoring required to validate the trip generation caused by each phase of the project.

3. Project Phasing and Mitigations

The project proposes a phased project implementation that conditions development of future
phases based on completion of mitigation measures and monitoring of actual trip generation of
prior phases. However, while the project identifies specific improvements to be constructed as
part of specific project phases, there is no mechanism to ensure that actual trip generation of each
phase is correlated to predicted trip generation identified in the study. The project’s mitigation
monitoring and phasing program requires that mitigations for future phases be advanced if the
trip generation for a given phase exceeds the generation predicted in the study (DEIR Appendix
E — Transportation Study Appendix S, Table $-1, Footnote [b], page S-2). However, given the
aggressive trip reductions proposed by the study, the City believes that this phasing plan is
inadequate. The City requests that an additional mitigation measure be imposed on the project to
include hard trip caps on cach phase, such that actual project trip generation is measured at each
phase, and that future phases are contingent on achieving trip generation at or below the
generation predicted by the study, in addition to constructing the mitigation measures identified
at each phase. Development of future phases would be prohibited unless actual trip generation is
proven to match the generation identified in the study, and the mitigations identified for each
project phase have been completed. Information requiring the trip generation of each phase
should be provided to the City of Burbank before the project moves from one phase to another.
Further, as an additional mitigation monitoring tool, the City requests that traffic monitoring
infrastructure be built into project driveways for existing and future project phases so that actual,
real-time sampling of traffic volumes of the project can be captured (e.g. installation of loop
detectors in project access points and driveways to monitor actual trip generation of the project).
This monitoring equipment can be used to verify any trip generation assumptions included in the
analysis and ensure compliance with phasing requirements.

The DEIR should explicitly state that all identified project mitigations are mandatory mitigations
that must be funded by the project applicant when required to be implemented by the specific
project phase as identified in the project phasing program.
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4. City of Burbank Alternative Impact Analysis Methodology

The City of Burbank Alternative Impact Analysis (DEIR Appendix E — Transportation Study
Appendix F: LOS Worksheets and Impact Analysis Other Jurisdictions) indicates that the City’s
Interim Traffic Study Guidelines (City of Burbank, November 2007) were used to conduct traffic
impact analysis under the Alternative Impact Analysis. However, the Significant Impact Criteria
described on page F-4 of the Transportation Study Appendix F does not match the criteria
outlined in the City’s Interim Traffic Study Guidelines. In general, the City’s thresholds mirror
those of the City of Los Angeles, except that the threshold for intersections at LOS F is more
stringent than the City of Los Angeles. The City requests that the study affirm which impact
analysis was used for the Alternative Impact Analysis to show that it is consistent with the City
of Burbank Interim Traffic Study Guidelines, or at a minimum conform to the City of Los
Angeles significance thresholds for LOS D, E, and F intersections (which are substantially
similar to the City of Burbank). Also, the study should explain how differences in the impact
analysis from the main body of the traffic study and the Impact Analysis of Other Jurisdictions in
the Transportation Study Appendix F were used to derive project impacts and mitigations
identified in the DEIR, including whether or not the expanded list of 36 study intersections in
Appendix F resulted in additional project impacts.

5. Traffic Signal Improvements

The project has proposed to mitigate certain intersection traffic impacts through improvements to
traffic signal infrastructure in the City of Burbank. The project proposes to connect a number of
existing traffic signals to Burbank’s Citywide Signal Control System (CSCS) through hardware
upgrades to improve overall vehicle capacity by three percent over existing conditions. The City
generally approves of this approach to increase capacity (versus implementing roadway
widening) but the project mitigations do not specify the actual signal improvements that would
be implemented to achicve this capacity credit.

The City has identified the improvements necessary to achieve an increase in capacity at the
project study intersections identified, and has itemized these improvements and estimated their
cost. In general, the City has identified physical hardware upgrades (controllers, poles, conduit,
ctc.) as well as necessary software and timing improvements (master control software,
development of timing plans, data collection) to achieve this capacity increase. These
improvements and present-day cost estimates are as follows:

o Pass at Verdugo (Intersection #75, B-27): Fully modify the traffic signal at this
intersection for approximately $200K. Connect this intersection to the City of Burbank’s
Traffic Management Center’s (TMC) fiber optic network requiring 1500 feet of conduit
and fiber optic cable at a cost of $75K and the necessary fiber to Ethernet communication
equipment including an ATC Traffic controller for a cost of $6K.

= Cost: $281K

e FEvergreen at Riverside (Intersection #77, B-28): This intersection requires minor
traffic signal modification for approximately $50K. Connect this intersection to the City
of Burbank's Traffic Management Center’s (TMC) fiber optic network requiring
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including the necessary fiber to Ethernet communication equipment including an ATC

Traffic controller for a cost of $6K.
= Cost: $56K

Pass at 134 E/B off-ramp (Intersection #78, B-29): This intersection requires minor
traffic signal modification for approximately $50K. Connect this intersection to the City
of Burbank’s Traffic Management Center’s (TMC) fiber optic network requiring 1200
feet of conduit and fiber optic cable at a cost of $25K and the necessary fiber to Ethernet
communication equipment including an ATC Traffic controller for a cost of $6K.

= Cost: $81K

Pass at Alameda (Intersection #79, B-30): This intersection requires minor traffic signal
modification for approximately $50K. Connect this intersection to the City of Burbank’s
Traffic Management Center's (TMC) fiber optic network including the necessary fiber to
Ethernet communication equipment including an ATC Traffic controller for a cost of
$6K.

« Cost: $56K

Pass at Riverside (Intersection #80, B-31): This intersection requires minor traftic
signal modification for approximately $50K. Connect this intersection to the City of
Burbank’s Traffic Management Center’s (TMC) fiber optic network including the
necessary fiber to FEthernet communication equipment including an ATC Traffic
controller for a cost of $6K.

= Cost: $56K

Pass at Olive (Intersection #81, B-32): Modify the traffic signal at this intersection for
approximately $100K. Connect this intersection to the City of Burbank’s Traffic
Management Center’s (TMC) fiber optic network including the necessary fiber to
Ethernet communication equipment including an ATC Traffic controller for a cost of
$6K.

«  Cost $106K

Olive and Warner Brothers Studio Gate 2/Gate3 (Intersection #83, B-33): This
intersection requires minor traffic signal modification for approximately $50K. Connect
this interscction to the City of Burbank’s Traffic Management Center’s (TMC) fiber optic
network including the necessary fiber to Ethernet communication equipment including an
ATC Traffic controller for a cost of $6K.

= Cost: $56K

Olive and Warner Brothers Studio Gate 1/Lakeside (Intersection #83, B-34): Fully
modify the traffic signal at this intersection for approximately $250K. Connect this
intersection to the City of Burbank’s Traffic Management Center’'s (TMC) fiber optic
network including the necessary fiber to Ethernet communication equipment including an
ATC Traffic controller for a cost of $6K.

« Cost: $256K
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Alameda at Hollywood Way (Intersection #84, B-35): Connect this intersection to the
City of Burbank’s Traffic Management Center’s (TMC) fiber optic network including the
necessary fiber to Ethernet communication equipment including an ATC Traffic
controller for a cost of $6K.

« Cost: $6K

Olive at Hollywood Way (Intersection #86, B-36): Fully modify the traffic signal at
this intersection for approximately $250K. Connect this intersection to the City of
Burbank’s Traffic Management Center’s (TMC) fiber optic network including the
necessary fiber to Ethernet communication equipment including an ATC Traffic

controller for a cost of $6K.
« Cost: $256K

Olive at Riverside (Intersection #87, B-37): This intersection requires minor traffic
signal modification for approximately $50K. Connect this intersection to the City of
Burbank’s Traffic Management Center's (TMC) fiber optic network requiring the
necessary fiber to Ethernet communication equipment including an ATC Traffic

controller for a cost of $6K.
« Cost: $56K

The City has identified additional signal improvements at one smaller signalized intersection and
two roadway corridors within the project study area. These locations were not identified as
being impacted in the study, but are located between and adjacent to impacted intersections. The
City believes that improvements at these locations are needed to achieve the three percent
capacity credit at the adjacent, impacted intersections. These improvements are identified below.

Pass at Oak (this intersection was not identified in DEIR as impacted): This
intersection is located within a corridor of five impacted study intersections. The City
believes that coordination at this intersection is required to achieve a capacity credit at the
adjacent impacted intersections of Pass at Verdugo, Pass at EB 134, Pass at Alameda,
Pass at Riverside, and Pass at Olive. The existing traffic signal at this intersection should
be fully modified for approximate cost of $200K.

= Cost: $200K

Pass Avenue between 134 and Verdugo (not identified in the DEIR): This intersection
is located within a corridor of five impacted study intersections. Staff believes that
interconnection on this portion of the corridor is required to achieve a capacity credit at
the adjacent impacted intersections of Pass at Verdugo, Pass at EB 134, Pass at Alameda,
Pass at Riverside, and Pass at Olive. This corridor segment should be interconnected to
provide and enhance coordination.

e Cost: $500K
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e Verdugo between Hollywood way and Buena Vista (not identified in the DEIR):
Staff believes since this segment connects to an impacted corridor, it should be
interconnected to provide and enhance coordination.

«  Cost: $250K

The City has also identified a need to provide better inter-jurisdictional traffic signal
coordination along the Barham/Olive corridor between the City of Burbank and the City of Los
Angeles. This corridor includes a number of impacted intersections.  Enhanced inter-
jurisdictional coordination is required to realize the capacity credits applied to intersections in
this heavily-travelled corridor.

e Burbank TMC and LADOT through Olive and Barham: (not identified in the
DEIR): Staff believes that since this segment is along an impacted corridor, it should be
interconnected between the two cities with ITS equipment (conduit fiber, Dynamic
Message Signs, control hub station, network equipment & misc) to provide and enhance

coordination.
« Cost: $500K

Finally, the City believes that the following system hardware, software, and timing resources are
needed to fully interconnect the intersections identified in the study as being impacted by the
project. The following additional improvements are identified to achieve the three percent
capacity credit identified at many of the impacted study intersections in Burbank.

o Timing Plan Study: Lump sum of approximately $150K
= Cost $150K
e Adaptive Traffic Control System
o Software Upgrade for $200K
o Hardware (Vehicle detection system placement) for $500K
o Hardware (Controller Upgrade) for $100K.
= Cost $800K

The total cost for the above traffic signal improvements (in 2010 dollars) is approximately $3.6
million. It should be noted that these cost estimates are based on current design and construction
cost experience. The actual costs borne by the proposed project would be adjusted based on
market conditions that exist when the project scope is finalized and the improvements are
constructed.

6. Physical Improvements

The study has identified a number of physical improvements to mitigate project impacts in
Burbank. These improvements include roadway intersection restriping, widening, parking
removal, and sidewalk narrowing to add roadway capacity in the project area. These
improvements have been proposed in response to both the primary, project-wide traffic analysis
as well as the secondary, Burbank-specific supplemental analysis that was requested by the City.
In some cases these physical improvements are accepted in concept, but the implementation of
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the improvements is not within acceptable engineering standards (e.g. narrow lanes, reduced-
width sidewalks). In other cases, the improvements would reduce on-street parking or restrict
turning movements. In some cases these improvements cannot be supported by the City given
the Burbank City Council's policy direction with regard to street widening and parking removal.
Detailed comments on each proposed physical improvement are described below.

® Evergreen at Riverside (Intersection #77, B-28): The study identifies that that the
applicant or its successor should widen the south side of Riverside immediately west of
the intersection to provide dual Right Turn Lanes. The City requests that this
improvement be implemented in consultation with City staff to ensure that the
improvement is built to acceptable City standards.

o Pass at Alameda (Intersection #79, B-30): The study identifies that the applicant or its
successor should widen the north side of Alameda immediately east of intersection to
allow an exclusive west bound 10-foot right turn lane, even though the minimum
acceptable curb-lane width is 12 feet. The City does not approve of this mitigation and
requests instead that a 12-foot right-turn-lane (not 10-foot) be striped in the existing
roadway curb-to-curb width, along with the required lane shifts to accommodate this
additional lane, rather than by widening the roadway and narrowing the sidewalk.

In addition to the above, the study recommends prohibiting northbound left turns at this
intersection. The purpose is to extend the dual southbound Left Turn Lanes on Pass
approaching Riverside. The City does not support this recommendation. If the
prohibition is put in place it will make it very difficult for drivers on northbound Pass to
get to destinations to the west and provides no reasonable alternatives for drivers to
access westbound Alameda beyond the turn restriction. It is also not clear if secondary
impacts from this turn prohibition on other intersections to the north of the intersection
were analyzed. The City requests the project consulting staff work with City staff to
identify an alternative physical improvement at these locations and, if no acceptable
improvement is identified, to consider reductions in the project size to mitigate this
impact, or to identify this intersection as an unmitigated project impact.

® Pass at Riverside (Intersection #80, B-31): The study identifies that that the applicant
or its successor should widen and remove on-street parking along the south side of
Riverside, immediately west of intersection to allow an exclusive cast bound 11-foot
right turn lane, even though the minimum acceptable curb-lane width is 12 feet.
Widening streets and removing on-street parking in order to increasc intersection
capacity at this location would likely not be supported by the City Council given prior
policy direction with regard to parking removal and roadway widening. The City
requests the project consulting staff work with City staff to identify an alternative
physical improvement and, if no acceptable improvement is identified, to consider
reductions in the project size to mitigate this impact, or to identify this intersection as an
unmitigated project impact.
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Pass at Olive (Intersection #81, B-32): The study identifies that the applicant or its
successor widen Olive Avenue to provide dual left turn lanes northbound, three through
lanes in each direction, and modify the traffic signal to accommodate this change. This
improvement is on the City’s long-range transportation plans and is identified as a
mitigation measure for another development project in the City of Burbank. However,
the study proposes a total of eight 10-foot lanes, including curb lanes, in this stretch of
Olive Avenue with a horizontal curve with high rate of speed and reduced sidewalk
width. This concept is not acceptable as it introduces hazardous roadway geometry. A
similar improvement to the one that is recommended as a project mitigation is identified
on the City’s long-range plans as a mitigation for a previously-entitled development
project, but the City’s improvement assumes that additional right-of-way is required from
adjacent properties to provide acceptable, safe lane and sidewalk widths. The City
requests that the project consultant staff work with City staft to identify an improvement
design that would accommodate acceptable lane and sidewalk widths and identify the
required right-of-way needed for the improvement.

Olive and Warner Brothers Studio Gate 2/Gate3 (Intersection #83, B-33). The study
does not address the existing on-going conflicts due to the steady flow of vehicles on
Olive Avenue blocking the crosswalk on the south side. The City requests the project
consulting staff work with City staff to identify an improvement to this conflict and, if no
acceptable improvement is identified, to consider reductions in the project size to
mitigate this impact, or to identify this intersection as an unmitigated project impact.

Olive and Warner Brothers Studio Gate 1/Lakeside (Intersection #83, B-34): The
study identifies a need to restripe the eastbound direction to provide an exclusive
castbound Right Turn Lane and shared through and Left Turn Lane in that direction.
This improvement can be constructed in existing street-widths with minimal effects to
on-street parking.

Alameda at 134 W/B on-ramp (Intersection #164, B-38): The study identifies a need to
install a traffic signal at the 134 W/B on-ramp west of Hollywood Way and interconnect
it with the existing traffic signal at intersection of Alameda and Hollywood Way.
However, the level of service analysis for this intersection and the proposed improvement
do not consider changes in roadway configuration due to the new westbound 134 on-
ramp at Hollywood Way that is under construction and expected to open in April 2011.
The City requests that the study be revised to account for the pending ramp improvement
and intersection geometry at this location. The City can provide the planned intersection
configuration to the project applicant.

Alameda at Hollywood Way (Intersection #84): Level of service analysis for this
intersection does not consider changes in roadway configuration due to the new
westbound 134 on-ramp at Hollywood Way that is under construction and expected to
open in April 2011. The City requests that the study be revised to account for the
pending ramp improvement and intersection geometry at this location. The City can
provide the planned intersection configuration to the project applicant.
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7. Neighborhood Intrusion Impacts

The study identifies certain neighborhoods in the Burbank Media District as potentially being
significantly impacted by project “cut-through” traffic. This includes neighborhoods west of
Olive Avenue (impacted under Future, 2030 with Project with TDM conditions, before
Mitigations), and neighborhoods adjacent to the Olive Avenue / Hollywood Way intersection
(impacted under Future, 2030 with Project, before TDM conditions).

In addition, the study identifies significant project traffic travelling through the Pass Avenue
corridor between Olive Avenue and Verdugo Avenue, which implies that significant project
traffic is being directed into residential neighborhoods north of Verdugo Avenue. Therefore, the
project may significantly impact local residential neighborhoods north of Verdugo Avenue
between Hollywood Way and Clybourn Avenue. Given the unpredictability of forecasting
neighborhood traffic impacts prior to implementation of the project (per DEIR Appendix E —
Transportation Study, page 368) and the City’s skepticism that the aggressive TDM reductions
will be realized, the City requests that the project provide a mechanism to fund a neighborhood
protection program in the following neighborhoods:

a. The area bounded by Olive Avenue, Lakeside Drive the western city limits, and
Riverside Drive
. The arca bounded by Olive Avenue, Pass Avenue, Riverside Drive, and Hollywood Way
¢. The area bounded by Verdugo Avenue, Clybourn Avenue, Clark Avenue, and Hollywood
Way

8. Consideration of Previously-Entitled Development Projects and Mitigations

The Burbank Alternative Impact Analysis includes project traffic impact analysis under two
future roadway scenarios. In the first scenario, only future, funded roadway improvements are
considered to be in place by the project horizon year. In the second scenario, the City’s long-
range transportation improvements are also assumed to be constructed by 2030. These
improvements include intersection and signal projects that are identified in the City’s long-range
infrastructure blueprint as well as improvements identified as mitigations for entitled
developments for the three major studio campuses in the Media District. While these two
alternative analyses are included to show traffic impacts under both scenarios, the DEIR does not
describe how differences in the impacts under both of these scenarios affect the sequencing or
coordination of project mitigations with previously-planned long-range improvements. It does
not explain if there are different project impacts identified under each of the two roadway
scenarios. It also does not clearly deseribe how the project may need to mitigate intersection
impacts if improvements are required that are shared by both the proposed project and
previously-entitled projects in Burbank. For impact mitigations that might be shared with other
development projects, the DEIR should provide an alternative to provide a fair-share cost of the
improvements or to coordinate with other development projects that share the improvement.
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9. Transit Improvements

The proposed project includes funding of a shuttle system to integrate the project with the
surrounding transit network. This system is used to justify the aggressive TDM reductions to the
project’s trip generation. This system is proposed to connect the outlying portions of the project
(such as the residential and retail component near Barham Boulevard and Forest Lawn Drive) to
the denser core of the existing and proposed office and studio uses. This system is also proposed
to connect the project to the Metro Red Line subway, the Hollywood district of L.os Angeles, and
the Media District and Downtown areas of Burbank.

The City believes that this shuttle system needs to be a traditional, fixed-route service both
within the project site as well as along the corridors that serve Burbank and Hollywood. An on-
call, demand-responsive system would not be effective in shifting the project’s employees,
visitors, and others to transit because the on-call system requires too much advance planning and
transfer times to make this system effective. The City believes that the shuttle service should
provide 15-minute peak period and 30-minute off-peak service on a fixed route with local stops
within and outside the project site, and with a published, fixed schedule. [Further, this system
should be branded as a service included in one of the existing transit systems (such as Metro,
LADOT, or BurbankBus) rather than a standalone, Universal-branded shuttle with little
recognition to infrequent or new transit riders. Branding the service as part of the larger region
will help increase its awareness as another transit resource amongst existing bus, rail, and
commuter rail systems.

The City believes that the system should add additional connectivity to the regional bus transit
network to help shift the project’s trips to transit. The shuttle service should provide a through-
connection between outlying endpoints rather than providing separate shuttle routes that
converge at the proposed transit hub near Barham Boulevard and Lakeside Drive. For example,
the service should instead run from either Downtown Burbank to Hollywood (through the project
site) or from Downtown Burbank to the Universal Metro Red Line Station (through the project
site) so that new regional transit connections are established in addition to service to the project.
In particular, the Burbank-to-Hollywood route could provide a transit alternative to the
congested Barham corridor while still connecting the residential portion of the project to two
major trip destinations.

The City believes that justification of an aggressive TDM credit needs to include provisions for
connecting the project site to the Bob Hope Airport, the Metrolink/Amtrak Ventura Line, and the
large media employment center in the Golden State area of Burbank east of the airport. The
transit mitigation package should included enhanced transit connectivity to the Bob Hope Airport
area through expanded service on the existing Metro Local 222 route along Hollywood Way
similar in scope to the transit connections proposed in the study. In addition, the transit
mitigations should include a requirement for the project to participate in any future transit studies
of the Bob Hope Airport area and should include provisions for connecting to the proposed
California High Speed Rail station at its San Fernando Valley station.

Finally, the City believes that proposed roadway improvements should complement the proposed
transit improvements to improve transit travel times relative to auto travel and encourage shifts
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to transit. Consideration should be given to implementing the proposed third through lane on
Barham Boulevard as a transit-only lane (similar to the Wilshire Boulevard bus lanes) rather than
a mixed-flow lane. Given the tremendous latent demand for vehicle travel in the Barham
corridor, a new mixed-flow lane will do nothing to improve travel times for vehicles, but
reserving it for transit vehicles could provide a improvement to bus travel times and make transit
trips in the corridor more attractive. Consideration should also be taken to implement this odd-
numbered fifth through lane as a reversible lane to accommodate directional AM and PM travel
flows. In addition, implementation of the proposed interior “north-south spine road” should
provide for transit infrastructure such as pre-emption, queue jumps, and other measure to
improve transit flow in the project site.

10. Los Angeles River Bieycle Path

The City requests that the project participate in completion of the Los Angeles River bicycle path
between Barham Boulevard and Lankershim Boulevard along the Los Angeles River. Identified
in the Los Angeles River Master Plan, this is a critical link in a regionally significant Class I
bicycle path and will integrate the proposed project in the region’s bicycle facilities. The City of
Burbank is pursing infrastructure to connect its Media District to the proposed LA River path,
and integration of the path with the proposed project will help to provide infrastructure that
supports the study’s claimed TDM and non-motorized transportation credits.

Public Services

The Public Services sections of the DEIR analyze impacts on services and facilities in the City
and County of Los Angeles but do not analyze impacts on services or facilities in the City of
Burbank. This is of particular concern for Libraries, Parks and Recreation, and Police services.
The EIR must discuss impacts to public services in general, regardless of the jurisdiction in
which the services are located, rather than focusing only on those located in the City and County
of Los Angeles.

There are library and park facilities located in the City of Burbank near the project site. In some
cases these facilitics may be more convenient and/or desirable for project tenants than
comparable facilities in the City or County of Los Angeles. To use a specific example, the City
of Burbank’s Buena Vista Branch Library, located at 300 North Buena Vista Street, is the closest
library to the project site of any jurisdiction, and probably the most convenient to access.
Further, the Buena Vista Branch Library is larger than the two closest City of Los Angeles
libraries that are cited in the DEIR (North Hollywood and Goldwyn), with 28,000 square feet
and over 184,000 volumes. Since Burbank’s facility is closer, more convenient, and offers
greater selection than the Los Angeles City or County libraries discussed in the DEIR, it is
possible that there may be greater impacts on Burbank’s Buena Vista Branch Library than other
libraries discussed in the DEIR. While the proposed mitigation measure to locate a branch
library on the project site may mitigate some of this impact, the limited size and number of
volumes that will be found at that library will mean that many residents will still need to travel
off-site for more complete library services.
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The City of Burbank is a member of the Southern California Library Cooperative (SCLC) along
with the City and County of Los Angeles.! Burbank also operates a universal borrowing
program with the Los Angeles City and County libraries, so residents of those areas may receive
free Burbank library cards and cnjoy the same privileges as Burbank residents. The Burbank
Public Library currently has about 73,000 library card holders, of which about 26,000 are
residents of the City of Los Angeles. About 9,400 of those residents live in ZIP codes that are
adjacent to the project site. The DEIR states that the residential component of the project is
expected to add 6,450 residents to the arca. As such, there is the potential for a notable increase
in Burbank library card holders and service demands placed on the Buena Vista Branch Library
and other Burbank Iibraries. This should be discussed and analyzed in the EIR.

Similarly, the DEIR focuses its discussion of police impacts on the Los Angeles Police
Department and Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department, and primarily focuses on on-site
crime and policing issues. However, the proposed project would result in substantial numbers of
additional people coming into Burbank for shopping and recreation and vehicles using Burbank
streets. The additional traffic and people will lead to increased demand for police services in
Burbank as a result of increased traffic infractions, accidents, and criminal activity. This will
impact the Burbank Police Department and may affect its ability to continue providing the same
levels of service to the Burbank community. The EIR should discuss the potential impacts on
the services of all affected police departments and not just the Los Angeles Police Department
and Los Angeles County Sheriff’'s Department. It may be necessary to identify mitigation
measures to reduce potentially significant impacts on the Burbank Police Department.

Thank you in advance for your attention to the concerns raised in this letter. Should you have
any questions or concerns, please contact me at (818) 238-5250 or mforbes@ci.burbank.ca.us.

Sincerely,
Community Development Department

Michael D. Forbes
Assistant Community Development Director / City Planner

Attachment

v Honorable Mayor and Members of the Burbank City Council
Michael Flad, City Manager
Dennis Barlow, City Attorney
Greg Herrmann, Community Development Director

' On page 1813, the DEIR references the Metropolitan Cooperative Library System. The SCLC has replaced that
organization.



CoMMUNITY DEVE

December 21, 2009

Mr. Pat Gibson, P.I.

Gibson Transportation Consulting, Inc.
660 S. Figueroa Street, Suite 1120

Los Angeles, CA 90017

RE: Endorsement of the Modified Travel Demand Model for the Universal Evolution Plan

Dear Pat;

This letter is in response to your request for a written acknowledgement of our collaborative
efforts to develop a revised travel demand model for the purposes of determining traffic impacts
in the City of Burbank related to the Universal Evolution Plan (formally the NBC Universal
Vision Plan).

As you know, City of Burbank Community Development Department Transportation Section
staff have been working with your transportation engineering and travel demand modeling staff
to develop a modified model for the Universal Evolution Plan. This modificd model was
developed in response to initial concerns we had regarding the ability of your original travel
demand model to forecast traffic conditions in Burbank.

This revised model includes a more detailed street network for Burbank as well as refined
network link attributes for number of travel lanes, capacity, and speed parameters. The model
also includes a more detailed traffic analysis zone structure and centroid connectors that
satisfactorily simulates intersection volume assignments and existing traffic patterns in the city.
In addition. at our request you expanded the traffic study area to include cight additional
intersections in Burbank, bringing the total number of studied intersections in the city to 36. As
we understand, this modified travel demand model will be used to distribute and assign project
traffic to Burbank streets, and that the output from this modified model will be used 1o identify
significant traffic impacts in the project’s Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR).

By way of this letter, City of Burbank staff acknowledge that the modified model methodology,
study area, network and zone structure, background socio-economic data and forecasts, traffic
counts, and other data has been developed in accordance with our city policies for project traffic
studies.

While we endorse the modified travel demand model as a tool for identifying impacts and
developing mitigations for the Universal Evolution Plan, this letter does not endorse the project
itself or any findings that will be derived from the use of this modified model as will be reported
in the project’s DEIR. Accurate results of the model depend upon the accuracy and
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appropriateness of model inputs. This letter does not endorse model inputs including but not
limited to project trip generation and trip reductions. Further, this letter does not endorse future
project traffic forccasts resulting from project trip generation, project traffic impacts, or any
proposed traffic impact mitigations identified in the DEIR.

The City of Burbank is currently undergoing a public process to update its General Plan Land
Use and Mobility Elements, with a public hearing with the City Council scheduled for summer
2010. Input from this public process, results of environmental review, or direction from the City
Council could change the inputs we have given to you to represent future conditions in the
model. Thus, while the assumptions given to you to represent our best estimate of forecasted
conditions in Burbank, these assumptions could change when the General Plan is updated.

Finally, while this letter acknowledges the validity of the travel demand model and model
methodology, no comments contained herein should imply concurrence with any cvaluation of
traffic impacts associated with the proposed project. The City reserves the right to comment on
the proposed project and project assumptions through the DEIR public comment period.

Thank you for providing the opportunity for us to provide input on the development of the travel
demand model used to evaluate the Universal Evolution Plan. Should you have any further
questions, please feel free to contact me at 8182385270 or via email at

David Kriske
Principal Planner, City of Burbank Community Development Department



TRAFFIC COMMISSION REPORT
March 24, 2011

Item VC

TAXI FARES

ISSUE:

The Traffic Commission desired information on taxi fares, including flat fare rates and
short trip taxi fares.

BACKGROUND:

In the discussion of taxi operations in Burbank, the issue of taxi rates and fare
structures arose. Although rates and fares are managed by License and Code
personnel, the discussion is pertinent to the Needs and Necessity discussion scheduled
for April.

DISCUSSION:

Attachment 1 shows taxi rates for various cities in the region. Burbank is one of the
lower flag drop and per mile rates identified. The only two flat rate structures are
identified, from LAX to downtown Los Angeles and from LAX to Beverly Hills. No short
trip rates are identified; although as shown in Attachment 1, the LADOT Hail-A-Taxi pilot
program includes short trips.

CONCLUSIONS:

The flat rare and short trip information is offered for the Needs and Necessity
deliberations in April.

RECOMMENDATIONS:

Receive and File

ATTACHMENTS:

1. Current Taxi Rates in Other Jurisdictions
2. LADOT Hail A Taxi
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ATTACHMENT VC-1

CURRENT TAXI RATES IN OTHER JURISDICTIONS
According to 2/28/11 article in LA Independent and confirmed by calls/websites
http://www.laindependent.com/your-independent/117052178.html

Flag Per Mile Per Hour
Drop/ Wait or
Starting Traffic
Time Delay
Burbank $2.65 $2.70 $29.19 $2.50 surcharge for trip from Bob Hope
Airport
Los Angeles $2.85 $2.70 $29.19 One flat fare between LAX and

Downtown Civic Center (boundaries
outlined) = $46.50

Beverly Hills $2.45 $2.45 $26.00 One flat fare between LAX and anywhere
in city limits = $38.00

Santa Monica $2.85 $2.70 $29.19

West Hollywood $2.85 $2.70 $29.19

Long Beach $2.65 $2.70 $29.19

Pasadena $2.65 $2.70 $29.19

Orange County $2.95 $2.65 $30.00 Fares regulated by Orange County;
same throughout OC

SHORT TRIPS:

There is no distinction regarding short trips made for most cities. Technically Los
Angeles cab drivers cannot turn down a customer and are not even supposed to ask the
destination until the customer is seated in the cab. To encourage curbside hailing
downtown, Los Angeles has a “Hail-a-Taxi” program which allows cabs to stop in red
zones and double-park only for short loading/unloading periods. A flyer is attached.



ATTACHMENT VH-2

HAIL-A-TAXI

THE CITY OF LOS ANGELES ANNOUNCES A HAIL-A-TAXI PILOT PROGRAM - USING TAXICABS TO
ENHANCE THE PEDESTRIAN URBAN ENVIRONMENT IN LOS ANGELES

Curbside parking restrictions and the likelihood of being issued parking tickets make many Los
Angeles taxi drivers reluctant to stop for street-hails or even take short trips. It would be
beneficial to residents, visitors, businesses and their employees, as well as taxi operators, for
the City of Los Angeles to encourage increased street-hail taxi business.

The Los Angeles City Council, with the support of the
Los Angeles Board of Taxicab Commissioners,
businesses and residents, has authorized a six-month
pilot program, starting July 31, 2008, in which taxi
drivers will be allowed to actively load and unload
passengers in some otherwise restricted curbside
areas of Downtown and Hollywood. If the program is
successful, it may be expanded to other areas of the

City.

The Hail-A-Taxi pilot program includes efforts to
educate and encourage the public to participate. We
hope a street-hail taxi culture will be established in Los
Angeles that will be an accepted transportation option
for the public and a reliable source of driver income for
years to come.

Under the program, taxi drivers will be allowed to stop in red zones (including, if necessary,
double parking) for the short time that it takes to load or unload passengers. Taxis will not be
allowed to stop in bus zones.

The public needs to be aware that:
- Taxis will not be allowed to pick-up or drop-off in bus zones.

- Passengers should be ready to immediately enter or leave a taxi when it is stopped in an
otherwise restricted area.

- Passengers should not step into the street to hail a taxi.

The Department of Transportation has issued taxi drivers a guide for Hail-A-Taxi rules. The
Department’s Parking Enforcement Bureau and LAPD will issue warnings instead of tickets

whenever possible - unless drivers are creating a hazard, leave their vehicles unattended or
refuse a lawful request to move from a restricted area.



TRAFFIC COMMISSION REPORT
March 24, 2011

Item VD

LNCV STATUS REPORT

ISSUE:

Traffic Commission requested that staff provide monthly updates on the Large Non-
Commercial Vehicle (LNCV) parking permit development process.

DISCUSSION:

Public Works continues to issue LNCV permits. To date 215 permits (days) have been
issued to 29 different residents.

ePals software went live on February 22. IT has worked with Public Works to ensure
smooth implementation. Public Works staff may now enter the permit information
electronically rather than manually tracking and issuing permits as they have done since
the ordinance went into effect on June 22, 2010.

At its March 1, 2011, meeting, City Council did not pass the proposed LNCV fee of
$5.00 per permit block and $55 per violation for citations. Until a fee or fine is approved,
the City cannot charge for the permit nor cite violators.

In August 2011 IT is scheduled to have fully developed the portal for online access and
at that point can begin development of an automated online LNCV permit through
ePals. In the interim, Council has directed staff to create an online permit system similar
to that now used for garage sale permits. On March 10, Public Works forwarded a draft
LNCV permit webpage to IT which would allow residents to enter their information and
dates, calculate permit cost, and print out a permit immediately. However, this system
would also rely on the “honor method” for payment with residents instructed to mail in
payment for the permit cost to the city after already printing out a permit. If payment is
not received within three days, the printed permit is considered null and void. This
system also requires staff to then manually enter the information received online into the
ePals system. IT has said it will respond to Public Works by March 24 on the interim
online solution.

CONCLUSIONS:

Receive and file.
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TRAFFIC COMMISSION REPORT
March 24. 2011

Item VE

SCHOOL TRAFFIC SAFETY SUBCOMMITTEE—
ROOSEVELT SCHOOL

ISSUE:

Update on status of School Traffic Safety Subcommittee recommendations for
Roosevelt Elementary School.

BACKGROUND:

The School Safety Subcommittee evaluated traffic issues at several schools and
presented recommendations at the February meeting. At that meeting the issues for the
Roosevelt Elementary School were postponed since a new Principal started subsequent
to the Subcommittee’s meetings with that school. Staff was directed to contact Ms.
Esther Salinas, the new principal, regarding the recommendations and report back in
March.

Staff has tried to contact Ms. Salinas without success as of the date of this report. If
contact is made beforehand, we will report the information at the Traffic Commission
meeting.

The recommendations for Roosevelt were as follows.

Roosevelt Elementary School:

Stage 1-

A- Request that a project be undertaken to educate parents on the purpose and
use of the valet drop off. This valet drop off on Avon Street runs extremely
smoothly and could possibly serve more children/families. Once inside the
playground, the children are safe.

Staff comment: Staff will work with the school on this recommendation.

B- Request to change and move the bus zone to Avon so that more loading
zone is created on the east side of Cordova.

Staff comment: Mrs. Betsy Quinn, School Principal, retired as of Dec 15,
Staff is working with Mrs. Esther Salinas, the new principal, on relocation of
the existing bus zone.
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TRAFFIC COMMISSION REPORT
March 24, 2011

C- Request to remove or relocate the yellow loading zone in front of the

Stage 2-

B-

auditorium to allow more drop-off and pick-up area.

Staff comment: Mrs. Betsy Quinn, School Principal, retired as of Dec 15™.
Staff is working with Mrs. Esther Salinas, the new principal, on relocation of
the existing yellow zone.

A portion of the school playground on the Avon side of the school could turn
into parking for an additional 25 spaces to house the teachers and staff, thus
getting them off the street.

Staff comment: Staff referred this matter to Mrs. Salinas, the new principal,
to consider since the area of concern is not public property.

A problem is created by the parents that park along the west side of Cordova.
We need to educate them that not only it is a no parking zone, but they are
risking their children by crossing the street during the busy time of drop off
and pick up.

Staff comment: There is a parking restriction (No-Parking 8AM-5PM except
by permit) along the west side of Cordova. The parents who park their
vehicles are subject to citation if they leave the cars unattended at any time
without a city permit. Staff will work with school and the police department to
address this issue.

RECOMMENDATIONS:

Discuss and provide direction.

ATTACHMENTS:

1 — Summary of Subcommittee Recommendations

K:\Traffic\Traffic Commission (T&T)\REPORTS\2011\03 March\Word Docs\VE School Safety Subcommittee.docx

2



X30p AHVININNS 33LLININOIENS ALIVS TO0HIS -TIANSI00 PIOM\UIIRIN E0NTTOZ\SLYOJIY\(L'BL) UOISSILWO) Jied I\IIRI LN

papasu aue|-uin} Ya| dwel-}Jo
uopoe oN sue|d yons Aue Jo sieme JON gM PE1 8Y) USLOYS 0} Jou Jsanbay BIouSpIACIH

BISIA

pspasu euang uo Jes|) Aemaauq desy,
uoljoe oN 'auo( Juiedal 0} JapJo yJom e Jsanbay BIOUSPINOLA

uewJaH 1desxa
pancudde ||y
Sa0IASp BAlR
jooyss Buiysey
MOJ|BA [[elsul

0} | L/¥2/T PRIOA

Jun Jad ¢ sjubi| peiemod-ig|os =

(uiny-n) s1eak G ul JuapOde JUQ =

ydw /z-92 s! peads 9)19%G8 =
JaweT

JO uonjoalIp punoguyinos ui dojs =
uoncaslaul sy jo sbe)

28U} 1B SY|BMSS0ID BI(SZ MO|ISA =

‘patamod Je|jos aq

pue Aep jo sawi oyiceds je pajealoe
aq pnom sybi| esau) Ajjesp| ‘dnyoid
pue yodolp jooyss Buunp el

pue Jawen je siyby pas Bulyseyy jleisy|

‘'S"H sybnoung

'S99y
saIWWoogNs
looyos

WoJ) SAOLIRI

0} | L /¥#C/T POIOA

(%09-06$

10 [ejo}) By Jad H0€-G2$ J0 180D =
sJeah G ul AIO)SIY JUSPIOJE ON =
LN

U10q HdWN G2 40 siw| peads
‘subis doyg Aem Jno4
"SH|BMSSOID

eiqaz mo||ah Ajuaiing

'sBa| Asisam

pue Alayinos uo ysuedniieD jo
uoIoasIajuI 1B SYEmssoIo ajeubisep
0) punolb u sybij sAnoe Jeisu|

'S'H sybnoung

auoz peo)] au) buipuedxs

papeau ‘auoisAay| plemoy Jsam juelpAy aly

uonoe oN auoQ oy woJy abeubis dojs snq aroway ‘g’H sybnoung
papeau [EMSSO0ID WIE|D/I8WET B}

uonoe oN ‘auoQ woJj Buipuaixa qIno pal sy} aonpay ‘g"H sybnoling

NOI1L3Y

ISNOdSIH 44V1S

NOILYAONIWWOO3S

SNLVLS ANV SNOILVANIWIWOOIY 40 AMVINANS
1¥0d3y 33LLINNODENS ALIJVS TOOHOS

b-3A LNIIWHOVLLY

T00H3S




X20P° AYYINIAINS 3ILLININOIENS ALIHYS TOOHIS ~TIANSI0Q PIOMIYDJEIA EONT TOZ\SL1YOdIY\(L'gL) uoissILwo) diyed | \Ied |\

sabueyo ou -
‘08l Jels 1deooe

0} LLiveie
8JOA Snowiueun

sabueyo
Aue puswIWOdal J,Ussop Jels =
auoz Buipeo| ay jo 1no
pue ui 186 o} s1eo 1o} yjed Jes|o
B 9)E2I2 0) Peys||(e}So S3U0Z PoY =
a|deiy
JO apis jsea uo auoz Buipeojun
pue Buipeoj jo pua pue Buuuibag
18 9UOZ pal JO 198} OE SI@Jvy] =

yodoup 10} @oeds |eucljippe apiaoid
o114 01 Aq wniseuwAb auj Jo Juol)
Ul QN2 pal 8y} uapous o} jsenbay

'S dUBgIng JayInT

‘payedwos
sJom ‘lediound
yimiaw Jeis
"021 Jels 1dadoe
0} LLive/d

9)0A SNoWwUBUN

abeubis pue uoneso| dojs
snq pasodold B U0 S|9BUAA 10D
PUE [00YIS B} YIM YIOM ||IM JJBIS =

eoedg Bupjied oN

paw B g Ued siy] "SNg S|sdypp 109
8y} Joj papiaoid aoeds pue sjdejy uo
ubis Bupiied oN e |lejsul 0] 1senbay

'STIN Yueging JayinT

(119

Aq pejeidwon eq
pinoys) aunr u
podai yoeq buug
0} Je)s aAeY 0)
9]0A Snowiueu

SY|EMSS0JD
Bunsixa sy Bulysiginel
2pN|OUI ||IM JOPIO SUOAA &
‘sujuow ¢-g ul
peje|dwoo s| josfoid dang Bunsixe
aU) 92U SalIYA JB puUB|USI0S
pue poomuay jo sbs| yuou
3} O X[EMSS0JO |00YIS B ||Elsul
0} Panss| 84 |[IA JOPIO HIOM Y/ =

‘pejuedal aq suoloassaul

L10Q 1B SaLYSI SSOI0. SY|EMSSOUD JeU}
puawiwodzal ‘A|leuciyippy ‘pueluaalosg
pue poomuay| yjogq ssoJoe

pajuied »|emssolo |[ejsul 0] }senbay

'S'IN Mueging Jayint




X20p° AYVINNNS ITLLININGIENS ALIHYS TOOHIS -TIA\SI0Q PIOM\UdIRIN E0\TTOZ\SLYOJIY\(178L) UOISSIWWO] dugea\deI I\

Bunesw | |/pz/e
e alepdn
anlb 0} yeis

auoz snq Buisixs o uoleso|al uc
[ediounid mau Upm dIom [|im JelS
0L0Z/2) painal uuinp [ediould

BAOPIO?) JO 9PIS }SBS U0 pajesald
sI 90z BuIpeo| 810W Jey) 0S UOAY 0}
au0z sng ay} aaow pue abueys o} jsenbay

Alejuswa|g jjonssooy

Bunesw || /pz/e
1e ajepdn
anlb 0} yjers

UOIIEPUSWILLIODSI SIU}
UO [00UDS B} YYIM HIOM (1M JBIS

"gJes ale ualpjiyd ‘punoibAe|d sy} apisul
30UQ "SaljlWel/uSIp|IYo aiowl dases Alqissod
pInoo pue Ajyjoows A[ewaixe sunJ j@aJls
UOAY U0 yodoup 19jeA siyl "godoup jajea

J0 8sn pue asodind ay) uo sjuaied ajeonpa
0} uayeuapun aq joefoud e jeu) 1senbay

fejuswa|] }|9Aes00y

(Bunusssip psnr
PUE UBWLIDH YIM
| LIvZiT pessed)
‘Buneaw gz/g 1e
saw) buideams
1eans Buipiebal
UoIIEpUSLILLIOD3
2lj10ads axew
pue s|ooyos

lle o1 X|e}

0} 9a)lWwoogns

Alpaisusyaidwod

8|puey pue a3}IWWIO2GNS

2y} WoJ} SUciepusILIOoIal
paje|el ||e 126 o} spasu yels
syoedul apim-Ajo Yim

108ye oulwop e sj sawi Bulbuey)
010z Areniged

Ul pEay UOISIAIP UlIM passnosip
sem sinoy Buideams Buibueyn

ases|al |jooyos

UlM 2pIoulod o} Jou se os pabueyo eq
Aepsiny] uo awn Buidesms jeai)s au)
1By} SpUSWLI028) S8)iWWodgns sy
[| ebels

wolj z obeys 0} wayl iy} parow Jejgs]

'S’IN AuEegIng JByinT

safueyo ou -
'3l Jjels jdaose

0} L Liveie
8)OA SnoWILBUN

asLnii
2y} YlIM SOUBPIODDE Ul JOPLIIOD

siyy Bucje sao1ASp |EUOHIPPE

Aue puswLIooal JouU S20p LE)S
alay} bBuipaads

Jnoge suisouog/siuleldwiod

ou psjedipul ad

ydw 6z jo paads 3)1%68

yum ydw Gz si juw psads sauyer
salyar Jo suoljoalp

1sampses ul sbupuew juswaned
pue subis Q| eaJe jooyds ydw 5z

paiamod Jejos pue Aep

Jo awi} Aq paleAlloE 8q PINOM 8s8au)
Alleap| 'dnyaid pue gyodoup |ooyos

40 sinoy ayy Bulnp sauyer/siaddad
pue sauyar/e|de Jo sieulod 8y)
Jeau Jo e syybi mojjeA Bulysey) 9es

0] 9Y1] PINOM *"9AII084S UBY) SS3| 8le
selya uo jooyas ayj o} buipes| subig

'S'IN Mueaging JByin




X20p° AYVIAININS 3TLLININODSNS ALIFYS TOOHIS -TIANSIOQ PIOMAYIIEN €O\TTOZ\SLYOdIY\(L'81) UoISSIWWIO] Jiel [\IIHed |\ )

(snowiueun)
‘Bunesw 9z/g
1e yoeq podal

0} sapIwwoogng
'sauwll) Buidosms
19al4)s Buipsebal

uclepusLIWIOodal
oyoads axew
pue sjooyos

[le 0} y|El

01 @aRIwWoqns

Alenisuayaidwos

S|puey pue SaRIWILWO2GNS

8y} WoJ} SUCilEpusSWLUIOdsl
palejal |je 196 0] spasu Jeis
sjoedwl apIm-AJD ulIm

109))8 oulwop e s| sawi) Buibueyn
010z Aenigad

u| peay UCISIAIP UM pessnosip
sem sinoy Buidesms BuiBuey)

‘wdg

-z1 Jo wd p Jaye o} sinoy Buidesms Buirow
s1sebbns sapiwwoogng ay | "sewi dnyoid
1o yodolp Ypm apioulod 0} Jou Se 0S paJs)e
8q '8AY BUOUIAA UO Buideems jeal)s Joj
8|npayss ayj sisenbal sapiWILIOdgNs SU L
[1 wouy Z 9Bejs 0} Wy siy} parou Jejs]

13 ucibuiysepp ‘0s5)

Bunesw | |/vz/e
1e ayepdn
oAlb 0) yeis

anss| sy} ssalppe 0)
ad PUE [OOYDS YIIM MIOM [|IM JEIS
sJe2 119y} 9Aea| Aay) JI uoield

0} 103lqns ale yled oym sjuaied
BAOPIOD) JO BpIS }Som uo jiunad
Aq 1deoxe g-g Buijied ou s1 a8y |

dnyoid pue yodoup

Jo awiy Asng ayy Buunp jea1s ay) Buissouo
Aq uaipjiyo Jisyy Burysu ate Aey) Ing ‘suoz
Bunpyied ou e )i s| AjUo Jou Jey) Way} 8jeonpe
0} paauU AN "BAOPICD JO BpIS 1sam ay) Buole
yied jey; sjusled Aq pereauo si wejqold v

Alejuswialg J|oAesS00Y

Bunsew | | /p2/e
e ayepdn
anb 0) ye)g

‘Auedold

oljgnd jou S| UJS2UCD JO BBlE

8y} 8ouls Japisuod o} [ediouud mau
2y} 0} JeliBW SIY} paJisel Jels

1981)s ay) Jo way) bumeb sny; ‘Leis pue
sIayoes) ay) asnoy o) seoeds Gg [euolippe
ue Joj Bunped ojul uin} pjNoo 8pIs UOAY
ayy uo punoibAed jooyas ay) jo uood v

Aejuswa|g jjarssooy

Bunesw | L/ye/e
je ajepdn
oAb 0} Jeis

auoz mojjeA Bunsixs
8y} Jo uoneooal uo |ediould
Mau ay) yum Bupjiom s eI

eale dnyoid pue yodoip ajoul moje
0] WNLIO)PNE 38U} JO Juoly uj suoz Buipeo
MOJ[oA 8} 8}ea0]al 10 SAOWS) 0} }sanbay

Aeiluawa|] jjsaasocy




TRAFFIC COMMISSION REPORT
March 24, 2011

W

Item VF

STATUS OF TRUCK ROUTES IN BURBANK

ISSUE:

The California Vehicle Code Section 21101 permits local authorities to regulate the
movement of trucks on highways under their jurisdiction. Section 21101(c) allows cities
to prohibit certain vehicles on local roads. Section 35701 allows cities to prohibit
commercial vehicles on certain streets (Attachment 1). The City of Burbank has adopted
an ordinance to restrict commercial vehicles on several streets, but the ordinance is out
of date. Staff wishes to revise the current Burbank city code to update streets where
trucks are allowed and prohibited.

DISCUSSION:

The existing Burbank truck restrictions are contained in Article 13 of the Burbank
Municipal Code (Attachment 2), which was adopted in its present form in 1987.
Attachment 3 illustrates those streets where commercial trucks are prohibited and
where truck routes are established. BMC Section 13 includes:

e Truck routes established for commercial vehicles with three or more axles —
semi-tractor trailers (6-1-1301)

Exceptions to established routes for trucks with three or more axles (6-1-1302)
Streets where trucks with three or more axles are prohibited (6-1-1303)
Exceptions to truck travel on restricted streets (6-1-1304)

Placement of signs designating truck routes (6-1-1309)

The current ordinance establishes four streets as truck routes: Alameda Avenue,
Catalina Street (Bob Hope Drive), part of Buena Vista Street and part of Main Street.
Trucks are prohibited on 32 street segments, including Riverside Drive and Glenoaks
Boulevard. The residential streets where commercial vehicles are prohibited cluster
around the studios (Warner Brothers and Disney) and around a commercial area near
Victory Boulevard. The designated truck routes also tend to be located near studios.
The restrictions and routes do not match the patterns of commercial / industrial
development in Burbank.

Industrially designated and commercially designated land uses are depicted in
Attachment 4. In addition to the Media District uses, truck oriented uses are found
along Hollywood Way, Buena Vista Street, Empire Avenue, Victory Boulevard, along |-
5, and in the downtown area.
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Staff does not have definitive information on the number and routes used by large
commercial vehicles: however, several major streets should be added to the truck route
system to enable better enforcement of errant trucks. Suggested additions to the truck
route system are shown in Attachment 5.

Additionally, the streets where through trucks are prohibited has no logical arrangement.
Glenoaks Boulevard is a logical truck route serving a number of commercial areas,
whereas, the restrictions on Mariposa, Shelton and Lomita serve to protect a residential
area adjacent to a large industrial area. Streets in the western portion of Burbank
where trucks are prohibited may no longer need the protection provided by the
restrictions.

CONCLUSIONS:

Staff requests input and comment from the Traffic Commission for further research into
modernizing our truck route system.

ATTACHMENTS:
1 — Applicable State Codes
2 — Burbank Codes
3 — Existing Truck Routes
4 — Designated Commercial/Industrial Areas
5 — Recommended Truck Routes
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Attachment 1 — Applicable State Codes

California Vehicle Code

21101. Local authorities, for those highways under their
jurisdiction, may adopt rules and regulations by ordinance or
resolution on the following matters:

(c) Prohibiting the use of particular highways by certain
vehicles, except as otherwise provided by the Public Utilities
Commission pursuant to Article 2 (commencing with Section 1031) of
Chapter 5 of Part 1 of Division 1 of the Public Utilities Code.

FEHOL (a) Any city, or county for a residence district, may, by
ordinance, prohibit the use of a street by any commercial vehicle or
by any vehicle exceeding a maximum gross weight limit, except with
respect to any vehicle which is subject to Sections 1031 to 1036,
inclusive, of the Public Utilities Code, and except with respect to
vehicles used for the collection and transportation of garbage,
rubbish, or refuse using traditionally used routes in San Diego
County when the solid waste management plan prepared under Section
66780.1 of the Government Code is amended to designate each
traditionally used route used for the purpose of transporting
garbage, rubbish, or refuse which intersects with a local or regional
arterial circulation route contained within a city or county's
traffic circulation element and which provides access to a solid
waste disposal site.

(b} The ordinance shall not be effective until appropriate signs
are erected indicating either the streets affected by the ordinance
or the streets not affected, as the local authority determines will
best serve to give notice of the ordinance.

(¢c) No ordinance adopted pursuant to this section after November
10, 1969, shall apply to any state highway which is included in the
National System of Interstate and Defense Highways, except an
ordinance which has been approved by a two-thirds vote of the
California Transportation Commission.

Public Utilities Code

1031. (a) No passenger stage corporation shall operate or cause to
be operated any passenger stage over any public highway in this state
without first having obtained from the commission a certificate
declaring that public convenience and necessity require such
operation, but no such certificate shall be required of any passenger
stage corporation as to the fixed termini between which, or the

route over which, it was actually operating in good faith on July 28,
1927.

(b) For purposes of this section, "public convenience and
necessity," as it affects applications for passenger stage
corporation certificates, means that the applicant has met the
criteria for issuance of a certificate specified in Section 1032.



Attachment 2

ARTICLE 13. TRUCK ROUTES AND STREETS
PROHIBITED TO COMMERCIAL VEHICLES

6-1-1301: TRUCK ROUTES FOR COMMERCIAL VEHICLES WITH THREE OR MORE
AXLES:
The following streets or portions of streets are hereby declared to be truck traffic routes for the
movement of commercial vehicles with three (3) or more axles:
Alameda Avenue from Riverside Drive to San Fernando Boulevard.
Buena Vista Street from the Ventura Freeway (State Highway 134) to Alameda Avenue.
Catalina Street from the Ventura Freeway (State Highway 134) to Alameda Avenue.
Main Street from Alameda Avenue to the southern City limits.
Riverside Drive from the western City limits to Alameda Avenue.
[Formerly numbered Section 29-74; renumbered by Ord. No. 3058, eff. 2/21/87; 3032, 2993.]
6-1-1302: TRUCKS MUST NOT DEVIATE FROM ESTABLISHED ROUTES;
EXCEPTIONS:
Whenever any truck traffic route is established by this code and designated by appropriate
signs, the operator of any commercial vehicle with three (3) or more axles shall drive on such
routes and none other except when necessary to traverse another street or streets fo a
destination for the purpose of loading or unloading, but then only by such deviation from the
nearest truck route as is reasonably necessary. The provisions of this section shall not apply to
passenger buses under the jurisdiction of the Public Utilities Commission. [Formerly numbered
Section 29-75; renumbered by Ord. No. 3058, eff. 2/21/87; 3032.]
6-1-1303: STREETS PROHIBITED TO VEHICLES WITH MORE THAN TWO (2) AXLES:
The following streets and parts of streets are hereby declared to be streets the use of which is
prohibited by any vehicle with more than two (2) axles:
California Street between Alameda Avenue and Burbank Boulevard.
Chandler Boulevard between Hollywood Way and the westerly City limits.
Clybourn Avenue between Magnolia Boulevard and Verdugo Avenue.
Cordova Street between Alameda Avenue and Verdugo Avenue.
Edison Boulevard between Burbank Boulevard and Oxnard Street.
Evergreen Street between Verdugo Avenue and Magnolia Boulevard.
Franklin Avenue (westbound traffic only) between Olive Avenue and Rose Street.
Glenoaks Boulevard between the northerly City limits and the southerly City limits.
Griffith Park Drive between Olive Avenue and Magnolia Boulevard.
Hood Avenue between Olive Avenue and Rose Street.
Keystone Street between Riverside Drive and Olive Avenue.
Lakeside Drive between Olive Avenue and Rose Street.
Lomita Street between Magnolia Boulevard and Chandler Boulevard. 52



Mariposa Street between Alameda Avenue and Riverside Drive.

Mariposa Street between Chandler Boulevard and Magnolia Boulevard.

McFarlane Avenue between Clybourn Avenue and Pass Avenue.

National Avenue between Clybourn Avenue and Pass Avenue.

Pass Avenue between Verdugo Avenue and Chandler Boulevard.

Priscilla Lane between Verdugo Avenue and Clark Avenue.

Providencia Avenue between Victory Boulevard and Lake Street.

Riverside Drive between Olive Avenue and Chavez Street.

Rose Street between Riverside Drive and Warner Boulevard.

Rose Street between Verdugo Avenue and Magnolia Boulevard.

Screenland Drive between Verdugo Avenue and Clark Avenue.

Shelton Street between Chandler Boulevard and Magnolia Boulevard.

Spazier Avenue between Victory Boulevard and Chavez Street.

Valley Street between Riverside Drive and National Avenue.

Valley Street between Verdugo Avenue and Magnolia Boulevard.

Warner Boulevard between Clybourn Avenue and Rose Street.

Whitnall Highway between Chandler Boulevard and Burbank Boulevard.

[Formerly numbered Section 29-76; amended by Ord. No. 3723, eff. 7/3/07; 3445; 3226; 3209,
3179, 3090, 3058, 3046, 3043, 3032, 3001, 2945, 2778, 2699, 2646, 2613, 2607, 2533.]
6-1-1304: COMMERCIAL VEHICLES MUST KEEP OFF RESTRICTED STREETS;
EXCEPTIONS:

Whenever the use of any streets or parts of streets by any commercial vehicle with three (3) or
more axles is appropriately signposted giving notice of any restriction on commercial vehicles,
no person shall operate any vehicle over such streets or parts of streets in violation of such
restrictions, except that no restrictions shall be imposed upon any commercial vehicles coming
from an unrestricted street having ingress and egress by direct route to and from a restricted
street when necessary for the purpose of making pick ups or deliveries of goods, wares, and
merchandise from or to any building or structure located on the restricted street or for the
purpose of delivering materials to be used in the actual and bona fide repair, alteration,
remodeling, or construction of any building or structure upon the restricted street for which a
building permit has previously been obtained. [Formerly numbered Section 29-77; amended by
Ord. No. 3187, eff. 4/21/90; 3058, 3032.]

6-1-1305: PUBLIC WORKS DIRECTOR TO PLACE SIGNS:

Whenever this code designates and describes any street or portion thereof as a street the use
of which is permitted by any commercial vehicle with three (3) or more axles or as a street the
use of which is prohibited by any such commercial vehicle, the Public Works Director shall erect
and maintain appropriate signs on such street giving notice of such truck route or restriction, as
the case may be. [Formerly numbered Section 29-78; renumbered by Ord. No. 3058, eff.

2/21/87; 3032.]
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TRAFFIC COMMISSION REPORT
March 24, 2011

Item VG

MODIFIED TRAFFIC SIGNAL DETECTION

ISSUE:
The Traffic Commission requested a demonstration on left turn traffic detection where

the detectors are located away from the intersection stop bar. Staff has investigated our
traffic signal operation to identify a candidate location for the demonstration.

BACKGROUND:

The Traffic Commission requested that staff look into the installation of left turn traffic
signal detection for protected / permissive signal operation that would only activate the
protected mode when more than two vehicles are waiting to be served. This type of left
turn operation is used at various locations in the City of Los Angeles. Staff has reviewed
a number of locations and determined that an appropriate demonstration location would
be the intersection of Buena Vista Street and Verdugo Avenue. The modified
configuration is shown in Attachment 1.

DISCUSSION:

The modified left turn detection works best if:
e Left turn and through traffic demand is sufficiently variable to provide gaps in the
through traffic to allow left turning movements;
e Left turning traffic demand is generally less than two vehicles per signal cycle;
High left turning demand occurs only during short periods of the day; and
Left turn accidents are minimal.

To test the validity of the modified detection operation, staff would collect data on the
maximum queue length of the left turning traffic and vehicles served during the three
time periods. Data collected before and after detection will be compared to determine
the efficiency of the signal operation.

Staff recently submitted a grant application to Caltrans in the Highway Safety
Improvement program (HSIP) which included the installation of left turn phasing and
detection at Buena Vista Street and Verdugo Avenue. The grant was approved for this
project. Grant funding becomes available after July 1, 2011 at which point we can begin
the steps for design and, later, construction.

K:\Traffic\Traffic Commission (T&T)\REPORTS\2011\03 MarchWord Docs\WG Left Turn Traffic Signal Detection.docx
1



TRAFFIC COMMISSION REPORT
March 24, 2011

CONCLUSIONS:

The intersection of Buena Vista Street and Verdugo Avenue appears to be a good
candidate to test and validate the modified traffic detection system. Grant funds will
become available to implement the proposed detection at Buena Vista Street and
Verdugo Avenue.

RECOMMENDATIONS:

Staff recommends that the intersection of Buena Vista Street and Verdugo Avenue be
selected to demonstrate the effectiveness of the modified detection system and
requests Traffic Commission support for the project.

ATTACHMENTS:

1. Modified Traffic Signal Detection
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